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REMARKS 

1. Present Status of the Application 

The Office Action In the Office Action, the Examiner made the following objections and 
rejections: (1) The abstracts of the disclosure is objected as being too long; (2) drawings are 
objected on ground of informality; (3) claim 7 is objected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, paragraph 2, as 
being indefinite; (4) claims 1 and 3-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Yamauchi et al. (US 5,285,841); (5) claims 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yamauchi et al. in view of Richards (US 4,275,864) and Takahashi (US 
4,655,280); and (6) claims 2 and 1 1-13 are objected as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Upon entry of the amendments in this response, the abstract, the drawings, and claims 1, 

2, 7 and 11 are amended. Claims 1-13 remain pending in the present application, with claims 1, 
2, 10 and 11 being independent claims. Claim 1 is amended to further define the claimed 
invention, support of which can be found, for example, in the drawings of Figs. 1 and 2, and the 
specification, at page 22, line 16 through page 26, line 26. Claims 2 and 11 are rewritten in 
independent form. Claim 7 is amended for more clearly defining the claimed invention, support 
of which can be found, for example, in the specification, at page 26, fines 2-7. Applicant 
believes that the foregoing amendments do not introduce new matter. Thus, reconsideration of 
those claims is respectfully requested. 
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II. Response to Objections and Rejections 

A. Objection to the abstract 

The Office Action, at page 2, objected the abstract of the disclosure as being too long. In 
accordance with the Examiner's request, Applicant has changed the abstract Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that the objection has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

B. Objections to the drawings 

The Office Action, at page 2, objected the drawings as Fig. 9 not being designated by a 
legend "Prior Art." In accordance with the Examiner's request, Applicant has made 
corresponding drawing corrections. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
objection has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

C. Rejections under 35 ILS.C 112, % 2 

The Office Action, at pages 2-3, rejected claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, ^ 2, as being indefinite. 

Applicant has amended claim 7 to clarify possibly confusions, and support of the 
amendments can be found, for example, in specification, at page 26, lines 2-7. Applicant 
therefore respectfully submits that the grounds of rejections have been addressed and the 
rejections overcome. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are respectfully requested. 
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D. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

The Office Action, at pages 3-5, rejected claims 1 and 3-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Yamauchi et al. (US 5,285,841). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection as applied to the amended claims for at least the reasons set forth below. 

To anticipate a claim, the prior art reference must teach each and every element of the 
claim. M.P.E.P. §2131. 

The independent claim 1, as amended, recites as follows. 

1 . A mold cooling device having a pump section for feeding a cooling 
liquid to a fluid flow passageway formed in a mold, comprising: 

an air feeding and discharging circuit which effects the driving of said 
pump section by air via forward and backward movements of a piston of the pump 
section and the feeding of air to said fluid passageway, the arrangement being 
such that the cooling liquid can be continuously fed from said pump section to 
said fluid flow passageway because of the forward and backward movements of 
the piston . 

(Emphasis added). Claim 1, as amended, provides a piston of the pump section to make forward 
and backward movement, such that the cooling liquid can be continuously fed from the pump 
section to the fluid passageway. 

Yamauchi et al., however, are directed to a mold-cooling device having a water tank 
(item 15 in Fig. 1), but fail to teach the "piston" of the pump section of the claimed invention. 
Apparently, a person of ordinary skill in the field of the invention would consider that the device 
disclosed in Fig. 1 by Yamauchi et al. is different from the system recited in claim 1 of the 
present invention. 
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Therefore, Yamauchi et al. do not anticipate claim 1, as amended, since Yamauchi et al. 
do not disclose each and every element of the claims. Consequently, Yamauchi et al. do not 
anticipate claims 3-7, as least for that they are dependent on claim 1. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the grounds of rejection have been 
addressed and the rejection has been overcome. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection 
are respectfully requested. 

E. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Office Action, at pages 6-9, rejected claims 8-10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamauchi et al. in view of Richards (US 4,275,864) and Takahashi (US 
4,655,280). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection as applied to the amended claims for at 
least the reasons set forth below. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. * First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claimed 
limitations. M.P,Ei\ § 2143. 

As discussed in the foregoing subsection, Yamauchi et aL do not disclose the piston of 
the pump section for forward and backward movement as recited in the independent claim 1. 
Here, claims 8-10 are directly or indirectly dependent on claim 1, and thus by inherent all of 

Page 11 of 14 



PACE 13/18 " RCVD AT 8/17/2004 0:37:10 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] " SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/3 * DNIS: 8729306 * CSID: 19496600800 * DURATION (mnvss) 



8-17-04; 3:26PM; 



; 1 9496600809 



# 14/ 1 S 



Application No.: 10/070,869 Docket No.: JCLA888S 

limitations from the base claim 1. In addition, there is no requisite suggestion or motivation to 
modify Yamauchi et al.'s device in view of Richards and Takahashi, 

Moreover, claims 8-10, having the structural feature of the piston as recited directly in 
claim as mentioned above, provide a system wherein the piston of the pump section is driven and 
air is fed to the fluid passageway, such that the cooling liquid can be continuously fed from said 
pump section to said fluid flow passageway. As provided in claims 8-10, apparently, the piston 
of the pump section can be moved forward and backward, not requiring a very high air pressure 
from an air pressure source, to make the cooling liquid continuously feeding from the pump 
section to the fluid flow passageway. 

However, Yamauchi et al. disclose a device that requires a very high air pressure to be 
applied on the water surface in the water tank (item 15 in Fig.l), otherwise, water (cooling liquid) 
cannot be fed from the water tank (15) to the pipe (item 16 in Fig, 1). On the other hand, if air 
pressure is applied on the water surface in the water tank (15) as disclosed in Yamauchi et al., the 
pressure is hard to be adjusted, and it is difficulty to smoothly and continuously feed sufficient 
amount of water, under the very high pressure, from the water tank (15) to the pipe (16). None 
of the other two references, Richards and Takahashi, made any suggestion or motivation to use 
air to drive a piston moving forward and backward for feeding the cooling liquid 

It is clear that, at least because of the significant differences between the reference 
teachings and the claimed invention, being considered as a whole, there is no requisite suggestion 
or motivation to combine the prior art references or to modify the prior art teachings. 
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Therefore, claims 8-10 are not obvious over Yamauchi et al. either alone or in 
combination with Richards and Takahashi. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
grounds of rejection have been addressed and the rejection has been overcome, Reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully requested. 

F* Allowable subject matter 

The Examiner objected claims 2 and 1 1-13 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. 
The Examiner stated that claims 2 and 11-13 "would be allowed if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims." Applicant rewrote 
claims 2 and 11 in independent form accordingly, and claims 12 and 13 remain as dependent on 
claim 1 1 as amended. 

Therefore, the grounds of rejection have been addressed and the rejection has been 
overcome, and Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2 and 11-13 are in allowable form. 



\ 
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CONCLUSION 



For at least the foregoing reasons, it is believed that the pending claims 1-13 are in proper 
condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that a telephone conference would expedite 
the examination of the above-identified patent application, the Examiner is invited to call the 
undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 
J.C. PATENTS 

Date: %±ljj^t 

Jiawei Huang 

4 Venture, Suite 250 Registration No. 43,330 

Irvine, CA 9261 8 
Tel.: (949) 660-0761 
Fax: (949) 660-0809 
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